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closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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4) ^ Claim(s) 1-13 is/are pending in the application. 
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5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 
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Application Papers 
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* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 1/20/09 
has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

3. Claims 7-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one 
skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had 
possession of the claimed invention. The applicants amended the claims to recite 
proportions of the components, which are not supported by the original disclosure. 

Response to Amendment 

4. The amendment filed 6/26/08 is objected to under 35 U.S.C. 1 32(a) because it 
introduces new matter into the disclosure. 35 U.S.C. 132(a) states that no amendment 
shall introduce new matter into the disclosure of the invention. The added material 
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which is not supported by the original disclosure is as follows: The applicants amended 
the claims (including the non elected claims 9 and 10) and the specification to recite 
proportions of the components, which are not supported by the original disclosure. 
Applicant is required to cancel the new matter in the reply to this Office Action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

7. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 
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2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

8. Claims 1-8 and 12-13 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over the state of the prior art admitted by the applicants in the specification in view of 

Verhaverbeke et al (US 2003/0045098) and Verhaverbeke et al (US Patent NO 

6,491 ,763) further in view of Chang (US 2002/0020432). 

The admitted prior art (Background of the Invention, pages 1 and 2) teaches that 

the claimed method except for the step of cleaning the wafer with ozonated water 

prior to the RCA cleaning steps. 

However, the use of ozonated water to remove organic contamination prior to the 
RCA cleaning was known in the art as evidenced by Verhaverbeke et al (US 
2003/0045098) and Verhaverbeke et al (US Patent NO 6,491,763). See at least 
Background of the Invention in US Patent NO 6,491,763 and part [0059] in US 
2003/0045098. 

It would have been obvious to an ordinary artisan at the time the invention was 
made to include an ozonated water cleaning step prior to the conventional RCA 
cleaning disclosed by the admitted prior art with reasonable expectation of 
success in order to enhance the process because Verhaverbeke et al (US 
2003/0045098) and Verhaverbeke et al (US Patent NO 6,491,763) teaches such 
as known to remove organic contamination. 

With respect to claims 12 and 13 Verhaverbeke et al (US 2003/0045098) and 
Verhaverbeke et al (US Patent NO 6,491 ,763) do not disclose specifically 
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claimed concentrations of ozone, but it would have been obvious to an ordinary 
artisan to find an optimum concentration of the active component by routine 
experimentation in order to enhance the process. 
The admitted prior art modified by the teachings Verhaverbeke et al (US 
2003/0045098) and Verhaverbeke et al (US Patent NO 6,491,763) does not 
teach the second solution comprising an ozonated water. However, Chang 
teaches that such step was conventional in the cleaning of the gate oxide 
structures with RCA chemicals. See at least parts [0005-0006]. 
It would have been obvious to an ordinary artisan at the time the invention was 
made to include the ozonated water step in the modified method of the admitted 
prior art after cleaning with RCA with reasonable expectation of success because 
Chang recommends such. 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments filed 1/20/09 have been fully considered but they are not 

persuasive. 

The applicants again state that they made the amendment to correct 

typographical errors. 

The examiner again disagrees. 

The applicants are trying to introduce new proportions by calling the previously 
disclosed and claimed proportions a typographical mistake. This is not 
persuasive. 
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It is noted that the previously recited and claimed proportions were presented in 

the specification and in the claims. In the other words the referenced subject 

matter was presented in multiple places of the original disclosure. 

It is also noted that all co-inventors have signed a Declaration, which states that 

they have reviewed and understand the content of the specification, including the 

claims. 

The applicants failed to present any evidence to support the statement regarding 
the alleged typographical errors. 

It is noted that the applicants state in their Remarks that it is impossible to 
maintain the mixture with originally disclosed proportions. 

The applicants state that it is impossible to maintain the solutions with the 
originally disclosed proportions. The applicants provided the solubility data for the 
ammonia in water and hydrogen chloride in water to support their arguments. 
However, the referenced data shows that solutions with at least some of the 
originally recited proportions could be obtained. 

Further, it is noted that the original disclosure is silent regarding what is 
referenced as the "proportions". Thereby claims 7 and 8 were previously 
rejected. The referenced rejection was made because the claims recite the 
"proportions", as the proportions of the pure chemicals. 
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The examiner would like to note that the proportions of the treatment chemicals 
in the standard RCA solutions are conventionally given in the art as the volume 
proportions of the concentrated solutions of the referenced chemicals. See at lest 
Verhaverbeke et al as the evidence. 

Thereby, it appears that it is possible to obtain and maintain the solutions with 
the originally disclosed proportions, if the volume proportions of the concentrated 
solutions are referenced. However, it is again noted that neither specification, nor 
claims recite the proportions as the proportions of the concentrated solutions. 

Further, the fact that the applicants realized that they have originally disclosed 
inoperable embodiments does not change the fact that the referenced 
amendment is not supported by the original disclosure. 

With the respect to the art rejection the applicants again argue that the claimed 
invention does not require all the solutions used in the RCA cleaning. 
This is not persuasive because the claims are written using "comprising". Thus 
the claims do not exclude any other processing steps. It is noted that the 
applicants amended claim 1 to recite that a cleaning process which consists of 
the recited steps. However, the claim still recites a cleaning method, which is 
defined by using "comprising". Thereby the claimed method does not exclude 
any other processing steps. 
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The applicants again argue that the solutions recited by claim 1 are not the same 

as the solutions of the conventional RCA cleaning. 

The applicants again failed to provide any factual support to the referenced 

argument. 

It is again noted that the applicants' argument contradicts to their own 
specification. 

This is because the specification clearly states that the H20:H202:NH40H and 
H20:H202:HCI are conventional solutions of the RCA cleaning, which are 
known in the art as SC1 and SC2. It is again noted that the applicants elected the 
specie of H20:H202:NH40H, which is the SC1 solution of the RCA cleaning. 
Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Alexander Markoff whose telephone number is 571-272- 
1304. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Barr can be reached on 571-272-1414. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/731 ,1 50 Page ' 

Art Unit: 1792 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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